











There	 are	 many	 theories	 which	 seek	 to	 explain	 fraud	 victimisation.	 In	 particular,	 older	
victims	 find	 themselves	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 various	 discourses	 which	 account	 for	
victimisation,	primarily	from	a	deficit	model.	This	article	examines	two	discourses	relevant	to	
older	fraud	victims.	The	first	positions	older	victims	of	crime	as	weak	and	vulnerable	and	the	
second	 positions	 fraud	 victims	 generally	 as	 greedy	 and	 gullible.	 Using	 interviews	 with	
twenty‐one	Canadian	volunteers	who	provide	 telephone	support	 to	older	 fraud	victims	(all	
seniors	 themselves),	 this	 article	 analyses	 the	 extent	 to	 which	 these	 two	 discourses	 are	
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lack	 of	 accurate	 knowledge	 and	 understanding	 about	 the	 experience	 of	 this	 crime	 type	 still	
exists,	 particularly	 as	 it	 relates	 to	 older	 victims	 of	 fraud.	 Rather,	 there	 are	 strong	 negative	
stereotypes	and	myths	which	generally	position	those	who	experience	fraud	as	greedy,	gullible	
and	somewhat	culpable	 for	 their	own	victimisation	 (Cross	2013,	2015).	These	victim	blaming	
attitudes	 are	 pervasive	 and,	 for	 many	 individuals,	 can	 exacerbate	 the	 impact	 of	 fraud	
victimisation,	 inhibit	 disclosure	 and	 serve	 as	 a	 barrier	 to	 access	 support	 (Cross	 2015;	 Cross,	
Richards	 and	 Smith	 2016).	 This	 can	 be	 even	more	 pronounced	 for	 older	 victims,	who	do	 not	
have	 the	 ability	 to	 recover	 any	 funds	 lost	 (Reiboldt	 and	 Vogel	 2003).	 While	 there	 is	 strong	
debate	in	the	literature	as	to	whether	older	people	are	more	likely	to	be	victims	of	fraud	than	
younger	people	 (Ross,	 Grossman	 and	 Schryer	 2014),	 there	 is	 greater	 consensus	with	 the	 fact	







offer,	 designed	 to	 obtain	 someone’s	 personal	 information	 or	 money	 or	 otherwise	 obtain	 a	
financial	benefit	by	deceptive	means’	(Australian	Bureau	of	Statistics	(ABS)	2008:	5).	Similar	to	
this,	Titus	 (2001:	57)	asserts	 fraud	 is	 ‘the	 intentional	deception	or	attempted	deception	of	an	
individual	with	 the	promise	of	goods,	 services,	or	 things	of	value	 that	do	not	exist	or	 in	other	
ways	are	misrepresented’.	The	key	element	to	fraud	is	that	of	deception.	Fraud	is	a	specific	act	
undertaken	 by	 an	 offender	 to	 mislead	 a	 victim	 into	 providing	 something	 of	 value	 to	 them	
(whether	 it	 be	 money,	 personal	 details,	 or	 explicit	 images,	 to	 name	 a	 few).	 What	 is	 also	
significant	about	many	types	of	fraud	is	that	it	‘involves	some	form	of	communication	between	
the	 victim	 and	 the	 offender’	 (Holtfreter,	 Reisig	 and	 Blomber	 2006:	 761;	 see	 also	 Reisig	 and	
Holtfreter	 2013).	 It	 is	 this	 level	 of	 interaction	 between	 the	 victim	 and	 the	 offender	 which	
contributes	to	the	victim	blaming	attitudes	that	exist	towards	many	fraud	victims	(Cross	2013).		
	
Fraud	 can	 manifest	 itself	 in	 an	 endless	 array	 of	 approaches.	 It	 can	 be	 perpetrated	 across	 a	
variety	 of	 communication	methods,	 such	 as	 face	 to	 face,	 mail,	 telephone	 and,	 more	 recently,	
through	the	Internet.	The	many	categories	of	fraud	include	popular	approaches	such	as	advance	
fee	fraud	(AFF),	where	a	person	is	asked	to	send	a	small	amount	of	money	in	return	for	a	larger	
amount	 (Ross	 and	 Smith	 2011).	 AFF	 can	 include	 but	 is	 not	 limited	 to	 a	 lottery	 win,	 an	
inheritance	notification,	a	business	investment,	or	an	employment	opportunity.	Using	this	as	a	
foundation,	 romance	 fraud	 has	 developed	 as	 a	 dominant	 method,	 whereby	 a	 person	 is	
defrauded	 through	 a	 perceived	 legitimate	 relationship	 (Rege	 2009).	 While	 many	 of	 these	
approaches	have	been	facilitated	by	the	Internet,	 it	 is	 important	to	note	that	 fraud	still	occurs	
through	more	traditional	technologies	such	as	the	telephone	and	surface	mail.	Different	types	of	
fraudulent	approaches	may	be	more	or	 less	effective	on	different	 segments	of	 the	population,	
including	older	persons.	For	example,	in	the	UK,	the	National	Fraud	Authority	(NFA)	published	a	
report	 which	mapped	 an	 individual’s	 propensity	 for	 fraud	 victimisation	 and	 identified	 seven	
distinct	 groups	 (NFA	 2011).	 Given	 the	 diversity	 of	 fraud,	 there	 is	 no	 universally	 accepted	
explanation	 to	 account	 for	 fraud	 victimisation.	 Instead,	 a	 wide	 variety	 of	 theories	 seeks	 to	




to	 explore	 two	 specific	 discourses	 surrounding	 the	 fraud	 victimisation	 of	 older	 persons.	 The	
first	 is	 from	 criminological	 literature	 on	 the	 general	 victimisation	 of	 older	 persons.	 It	 asserts	







literature,	 and	 argues	 that	 fraud	 victims	 are	 generally	 greedy,	 gullible	 and	 deserving	 of	 their	
victimisation.	Its	victim	blaming	nature	is	premised	on	the	image	of	an	‘ideal	victim’	as	one	who	
is	 blameless	 in	 their	 own	 circumstances,	 and	 the	 corresponding	 idea	 that	 fraud	 victims	 are	
blameworthy.	 On	 their	 own,	 these	 discourses	 present	 two	 very	 different	 pictures	 of	 their	
intended	 victim.	 Neither	 is	 overly	 positive;	 rather,	 both	 are	 based	 in	 a	 deficit	 model,	 which	
focuses	on	the	absence	of	something	as	an	underlying	factor	in	their	victimisation.	For	the	first	




fraud	victimisation	of	older	persons	 from	the	perspective	of	 the	volunteers	who	 interact	with	
them.	 It	 is	 based	 upon	 interviews	 with	 twenty‐one	 volunteers	 (all	 seniors	 themselves),	 who	




that	 volunteers	 overwhelmingly	 understand	 fraud	 victimisation	 to	 occur	 as	 a	 result	 of	 social	
vulnerability	(through	loneliness	and	isolation	of	an	older	person).	Limited	evidence	of	victim	
blaming	 is	 presented;	 rather,	 volunteers	 provide	 examples	where	 they	 actively	 seek	 to	 resist	
victim	blaming	attitudes.	Finally,	the	article	discusses	the	implications	for	these	two	discourses	
on	 the	 individual	 victims	 themselves,	 arguing	 that,	 whilst	 neither	 is	 overly	 positive,	 an	
understanding	of	fraud	victimisation	centred	on	vulnerability	allows	for	support	to	be	provided	
through	 programs	 such	 as	 the	 SSU.	 Overall,	 this	 article	 argues	 that	 the	 discourses	 and	








the	 time	 (CAFC	 2015).	 However,	 recognition	 of	 the	 extent	 and	 severity	 of	 the	 fraud	 problem	
grew	 and	 in	 1997	 ‘Project	 PhoneBusters’	 became	 the	 ‘PhoneBusters	 National	 Call	 Centre’	






provides	 support	 to	 older	 victims	 of	 fraud	 (typically	 those	 aged	 50	 years	 and	 older).	 (Please	
note	the	terms	‘older	persons’	and	‘seniors’	generally	refer	to	individuals	aged	50	years	or	older,	
and	are	used	interchangeably	throughout	this	article).	The	SSU	is	based	at	the	CAFC	offices	 in	
North	Bay,	Ontario.	 The	program	 comprises	 approximately	50	volunteers	who	are	 all	 seniors	
themselves	 (CAFC	 2015).	 These	 volunteers	 provide	 telephone	 support	 to	 older	 victims	 and	
those	identified	as	vulnerable	to	fraud.	Volunteers	receive	referrals	through	complaints	lodged	
to	 the	 CAFC	 by	 the	 victim,	 family	members	 or	 friends.	 Once	 a	 referral	 is	made	 to	 the	 SSU,	 a	
volunteer	will	call	the	individual	and	offer	support,	advice	and	information,	and	may	also	refer	
the	 victim	 to	 other	 services	 or	 agencies	 if	 required	 (CAFC	 2015).	 Depending	 on	 the	
circumstances	of	the	victim,	volunteers	may	call	on	an	ongoing	basis	until	they	do	not	wish	to	
receive	further	phone	calls.	This	may	last	weeks,	months	or	even	years.	The	volunteers	are	not	





peer	 support	 and	 an	 empathetic	 listening	 ear	 to	 other	 seniors	 who	 have	 experienced	 fraud.	





This	 paper	 is	 based	 upon	 semi‐structured	 interviews	with	 twenty‐one	 volunteers	 of	 the	 SSU,	
based	out	of	the	CAFC,	North	Bay,	Ontario.	All	SSU	volunteers	were	sent	an	information	sheet	by	








Volunteers	were	asked	a	 series	of	questions	which	 included	 their	knowledge	of	 fraud	victims	
and	experiences	of	providing	support	 to	 fraud	victims	as	part	of	 the	SSU	program.	 Interviews	
were	 digitally	 recorded	 (with	 consent	 of	 the	 participants)	 and	were	 later	 transcribed.	 These	
transcriptions	were	 then	uploaded	 into	NVivo	which	 allowed	both	 coding	 and	analysis	 of	 the	
data	to	be	completed.	Transcriptions	were	coded	various	times	using	different	methods.	Initial	
transcripts	were	coded	using	the	interview	schedule	as	a	guide.	In	addition,	both	open	and	axial	
coding	 was	 used.	 Open	 coding	 involves	 undertaking	 a	 detailed	 reading(s)	 of	 the	 data	 and	
allowing	 new	 (that	 is,	 not	 pre‐determined)	 themes	 to	 emerge	 while	 axial	 coding	 involves	
categorising	 the	data	according	 to	pre‐determined	 themes	(Vaismoraidi,	Turunen	and	Bondas	
2013).	
	




experienced	 anything	 similar	 to	 those	 that	 they	 provide	 telephone	 support	 to?’,	 with	 each	
volunteer	self‐reporting	no	previous	fraud	victimisation.		
	
There	 are	 limitations	 to	 this	 research	which	must	 be	 acknowledged.	 Given	 that	 this	 research	
used	a	 convenience	sample,	 it	 is	not	 intended	 to	be	 representative	of	all	 volunteers	across	all	
victim	 support	 services.	 However,	 the	 use	 of	 predominantly	 face‐to‐face	 interviews	 enabled	
participants	 to	 tell	 their	 story	 of	 volunteering	 at	 the	 SSU	 in	 some	 detail.	 The	 experiences	
described	 by	 volunteers	 provide	 valuable	 insights	 into	 their	 understanding	 of	 how	 and	 why	
fraud	 occurs,	 as	well	 as	 details	 of	 how	 support	was	 offered	 to	 this	 particular	 group	 of	 crime	
victims.	 It	 is	 important	 to	note	 that	 the	views	of	 the	volunteers	 evident	 in	 this	paper	present	




















younger	 counterparts	 (Carcach,	 Graycar	 and	 Muscat2001).	 This	 is	 consistent	 across	 all	
categories	 of	 crime	 (Graycar	 and	 James	 2001).	 Of	 the	 crime	 that	 older	 people	 do	 experience,	
research	 consistently	 suggests	 that	 fraud	 is	 the	 largest	 category	 (Muscat,	 James	 and	 Graycar	
2002;	Temple	2007).	 For	 example,	Australian	 research	has	 suggested	 that	 consumer	 fraud	 ‘is	





younger	people.	Kerley	and	Copes	(2002:	22)	assert	 that	 ‘many	 individuals	operate	under	the	
misconception	that	personal	 frauds	occur	mostly	to	older	and	less	educated	people’.	Similarly,	
Ross	 and	 colleagues	 (Ross,	 Grossman	 and	 Schryer	 2014:	 427)	 observe	 that	 ‘according	 to	
psychological	and	popular	opinion,	older	persons	are	particularly	likely	to	experience	consumer	
fraud’.	While	 there	are	studies	which	 indicate	older	people	are	more	 likely	 to	be	victims	 than	




Titus,	 Heinzelmann	 and	 Boyle	 1995).	 In	 a	 meta‐analysis	 of	 14	 studies	 which	 explored	 the	
hypothesis	 that	older	persons	are	more	vulnerable	and	 therefore	more	 likely	 to	be	victims	of	
fraud,	 Ross	 and	 colleagues	 (2014)	 criticise	 previous	 research	 on	 what	 they	 perceive	 to	 be	
methodological	flaws	and	a	reliance	on	anecdotal	evidence.	They	conclude	that	‘our	review	fails	
to	 support	 the	 conventional	 wisdom	 that	 older	 persons	 are	 particularly	 likely	 to	 experience	
consumer	fraud’	(Ross	et	al.	2014:	437).	This	is	furthered	by	Schiebe	and	colleagues	(Schiebe	et	




Smith	 2003;	 Sylvester	 2004).	 Holtfreter	 and	 colleagues	 (2006:	 767)	 discern	 that	 this	 is	 the	
result	 of	 three	 types	of	 vulnerability:	 physical,	 financial	 and	 social.	Regarding	 their	perceived	
physical	vulnerability,	Smith	(1999:	1)	notes	that	‘a	stereotype	surrounding	older	people	is	that	
they	are	easy	targets	for	acts	of	fraud	and	deception	[which]	stems	from	a	perception	that	they	
have	 declining	 mental	 abilities	 and	 dependence	 on	 others	 due	 to	 their	 physical	 fragility	 or	
mental	 deterioration’.	 Wolf	 (2000:	 25)	 concurs	 in	 that	 ‘elders	 are	 thought	 to	 be	 particularly	
susceptible	because	they	seem	to	be	more	trusting	…	and	perhaps	more	easily	confused	by	the	






The	 second	 vulnerability	 stems	 from	 their	 financial	 position,	 in	 that	 older	 persons	 are	more	











The	 literature,	 as	 presented	 above,	 projects	 a	 clear	 image	 of	 an	 older	 person	 as	 weak	 and	
therefore	exposed	and	unprotected	against	the	fraudulent	schemes	of	potential	offenders.	The	







When	 discussing	 the	 reasons	 why	 volunteers	 believed	 that	 older	 persons	 became	 victims	 of	
fraud,	the	most	prevalent	explanation	given	was	centred	on	the	loneliness	and	isolation	of	the	
individual	 victim.	 This	 supports	 the	 element	 of	 social	 vulnerability	 within	 this	 discourse	
(Holtfreter,	Reisig	and	Blomberg	et	al.	2006:	767).	Loneliness	was	perceived	to	operate	in	two	
distinct	ways.	 First,	 it	provided	 the	 initial	motivation	 for	older	persons	 to	get	on	 the	 Internet	














victim	 and	 their	 desire	 to	 communicate	 with	 others	 (not	 just	 confined	 to	 romantic	
relationships)	underlies	their	willingness	to	send	money	when	asked.		
	
There’s	 so	 many	 of	 them	 that	 their	 spouse	 died.	 They’re	 very	 lonely.	 I’ve	 had	
many,	 many	 people	 tell	 me	 they	 can’t	 live	 without	 a	 spouse	 …	 they	 just	 want	
somebody	 in	 their	 life.	 They’re	 very	 lonely.	 They’re	 so	 sad	 after	 their	 spouses	
died,	 so	 they’re	 in	 front	 of	 a	 computer	 screen	 …	 there’s	 something	 to	 be	 said	
about	sitting	in	the	comfort	of	your	own	room	and	you’re	on	your	computer,	and	
you’ve	got	this	jerk	on	the	other	end	giving	you	all	kinds	of	warm	fuzzies	that	you	
desperately	 want	 to	 hear,	 and	 you’re	 in	 your	 own	 comfort	 zone	 and	 you’re	











you	 get	 sort	 of	 a	 relationship	 going	 and	 then	 somewhere	 down	 the	 line	 the	
relationship	changes	to	 ‘I	want	some	money	so	I	can	come	and	visit	you’	or	 ‘My	






There	 is	 supporting	research	which	documents	 the	negative	 impacts	of	social	 isolation	on	 the	






















I	 think	a	 lot	of	 it	 is,	 I	think	it’s	 loneliness,	sitting	around	doing	nothing	and	let’s	
face	facts	here	too,	I	mean	your	mind	is	not	at	70	…	like	it	was	when	I	was	30.	And	














Instead,	 the	majority	 of	 volunteers	 understood	 fraud	 victimisation	 to	 occur	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	
social	 vulnerability	 of	 older	 persons.	 On	 the	 one	 hand,	 this	 is	 supported	 by	 the	 literature	
















role	 of	 the	 victim	 –	 through	 their	 own	 actions	 and	 behaviours	 –	 influences	what	 happens	 to	
them	 (Wilcox	 2010).	 It	 is	 premised	 on	 an	 ‘assumption	 that	 crime	 can	 be	 understood	 as	 the	
product	of	 individual	character	traits	and	motives	and	this	may	be	controlled	or	prevented	by	




criminal	 acts’	 (Eigenberg	2003:	15).	 In	 an	early	 study	on	victim	blaming,	Ryan	 (1971	cited	 in	
Eigenberg	2003)	posited	there	were	three	stages	of	a	victim	blaming	process:	the	establishment	
of	victims	as	different	to	non‐victims;	the	assertion	that	it	is	these	differences	that	contribute	to	
the	 individual’s	 victimisation;	 and	 that	 victims	 need	 to	 change	 in	 order	 to	 avoid	 future	
victimisation	 (Karmen	 2007).	 In	 the	 same	 way	 that	 crime	 is	 understood	 to	 be	 socially	
constructed	(Heidensohn	1989),	Quinney	(1972	cited	in	Fattah	2010:	49)	proposed	that	victims	
















(Marsh	 2004:	 121).	 Consequently,	 the	 fraud	 victim	 is	 seen	 as	 an	 active	 contributor	 to	 their	
victimisation.	 It	 is	 this	 relationship	between	 the	offender	and	 the	 fraud	victim	which	 leads	 to	
their	being	blamed	(Fox	and	Cook:	2011:	3410).	As	stated	by	Karmen	(2007:	20):	
	
[Fraud	 victims]	 are	 often	 portrayed	 as	 undeserving	 of	 sympathy	 in	 the	media,	





Fraud	victims	are	seen	to	violate	 the	notion	of	an	 ideal	victim,	 through	their	own	actions	and	
behaviours.	Simplistically,	if	they	did	not	send	money,	personal	details	or	explicit	images	to	the	








against	 several	 ‘moral	 categories’,	 these	 being	 ‘guilty	 victims,	 innocent	 victims,	 good	 and	 bad	
victims,	worthy	and	unworthy	victims,	 deserving	 and	undeserving	 victims’.	 Fraud	victims	are	
readily	 positioned	 in	 the	 negative	 of	 each	 dichotomy.	 Societal	 acceptance	 of	 fraud	 victims	 as	
culpable	 in	 their	 own	 victimisation	 stems	 from	 this	 perception	 of	 victims	 as	 guilty,	 bad,	





expendable	 victims’	 or	 ‘culturally	 legitimate	 victims’	 (Fattah	 2010:	 76).	 Their	 victimisation	 is	







There	was	 limited	evidence	 to	demonstrate	 that	 any	of	 the	volunteers	held	attitudes	 towards	
older	victims	of	 fraud	which	were	victim	blaming	by	nature.	Of	 those	who	did,	 they	generally	
stemmed	 from	 frustration	 on	 the	 part	 of	 the	 volunteer	 in	 observing	 the	 circumstances	 that	
victims	had	found	themselves	in	and	their	struggle	to	understand	how	it	occurred.		
	













For	 example	 in	 some	 of	 the	 lottery	 scams	 and	 stuff	 like	 that,	 their	 desire,	 or	
maybe	the	word	greed,	to	have	the	big	prize	way	outweighs	any	rational	thought	












volunteers	 themselves	 directly	 blamed	 victims	 for	 their	 own	 circumstances	 and	 what	 had	
occurred.	Rather,	 there	were	 still	 links	between	 the	perceived	greed	and	gullibility	of	 victims	
and	the	previous	notion	of	social	vulnerability.	
	


















of	 love	…	you	know	 the	ones	 that	 fall	 for	 the	 lottery	or	whatever,	 those	people	
yeah.	It’s	 like	there’s	a	sucker	born	every	day,	in	a	way.	But	the	grandson	one,	I	
feel	really	bad	for	those	people.	They’re	trying	to	help	one	of	their	kids,	yeah.	A	
lot	 of	 them	will	 afterwards	 say,	 ‘well,	 how	 did	 I	 fall	 for	 that?’	 But	 yeah,	 these	
scammers	are	professionals.	And	they’re	good	(Interview	1).		
	
The	 grandparent	 scheme	 is	 a	 current	 fraudulent	 pitch,	 whereby	 offenders	 claim	 to	 be	 a	















The	established	stereotype	of	 fraud	victims,	 in	 that	 they	are	greedy,	gullible	and	deserving	of	
victimisation	 (Cross	 2013),	 was	 known	 to	 volunteers,	 and	 the	 above	 indicates	 that	 some	














































idiot	 or	 stupid	 for	 what’s	 happened	 and	 I	 mean	 it	 happens	 to	 everybody.	 So	














The	 son	 in	 this	 excerpt	 is	 a	 prime	 example	 of	 the	 victim	 blaming	 attitude	within	 the	 second	
discourse,	 one	 that	 attributes	 responsibility	 to	 the	 individual	 victim	 (Cross	 2013).	 In	 this	






















fraud	 to	 occur	 in	 the	 absence	 of	 something	 else	 (for	 social	 isolation,	 it	 is	 the	 absences	 of	
connectivity,	 whereas	 for	 greed	 and	 gullibility	 it	 is	 the	 absence	 of	 common	 sense	 decision	




SSU	 volunteers	 overwhelmingly	 understood	 fraud	 victimisation	 to	 occur	 as	 a	 result	 of	 social	
vulnerability.	 This	 reasoning	 also	 locates	 the	 source	 of	 the	 vulnerability	 as	 external	 to	 the	
victims	 themselves	(for	example,	 through	physical	 inability,	 through	the	death	of	a	spouse,	or	
through	 their	 children	 not	 visiting).	 This	 is	 often	 beyond	 the	 control	 of	 the	 individual	 victim	
(Findlay	2003)	and	they	cannot	be	blamed	for	their	circumstances.	This	may	be	preferential	to	
the	second	discourse,	but	it	still	presents	as	a	barrier	to	victims	disclosing	victimisation	to	their	
family	 and	 friends	 as	well	 as	 reporting	 it	 to	 authorities.	 In	 this	 case,	 understanding	 fraud	 to	






















The	 second	 discourse	 also	 acts	 as	 a	 barrier	 to	 the	 disclosure	 and	 under‐reporting.	 There	 is	
currently	such	a	strong	level	of	shame	and	stigma	attached	to	fraud	victimisation	(Button,	Lewis	
and	 Tapley	 2014;	 Cross	 2013)	 that	 victims	 prefer	 to	 keep	 their	 burden	 to	 themselves	 rather	
than	disclose	and	seek	assistance.		
	






In	 understanding	 fraud	 victimisation	 to	 occur	 as	 a	 result	 of	 loneliness	 and	 isolation,	 this	
assumes	an	absence	of	 connectivity	and	of	 relationships	with	 the	older	person.	Consequently,	
the	 ability	 of	 a	 SSU	 volunteer	 to	 provide	 ongoing	 telephone	 support	 seeks	 to	 overcome	 this	
perceived	deficit	 and	 contributing	 factor	 to	 fraud.	 It	 provides	 the	 ability	 for	 a	 fraud	victim	 to	
have	a	meaningful	connection	with	a	person	who	can	provide	a	listening	ear,	as	well	as	advice	
and	 information	 on	 how	 to	 protect	 from	 repeat	 victimisation.	 The	 first	 discourse	 allows	 for	
support	services	which	seek	to	educate	seniors	as	well	as	link	them	into	communities/groups	to	





discourse	 –	 one	 that	 is	 premised	 upon	 blaming	 the	 victim	 for	 their	 circumstances	 and	





This	 article	 has	 examined	 the	 ways	 in	 which	 volunteers	 at	 the	 SSU	 understand	 the	 fraud	
victimisation	of	older	persons.	It	has	examined	the	existence	of	two	particular	discourses,	one	
that	is	premised	on	weakness	and	vulnerability	and	one	that	positions	the	individual	as	greedy	






Neither	of	 the	discourses	 examined	 are	 overly	positive	 in	 their	 explanations	 of	 fraud.	Rather,	
both	 discourses	 position	 the	 individual	 victim	 as	 having	 a	 deficiency	 of	 some	 kind	 which	
subsequently	 contributes	 to	 victimisation.	 It	 was	 also	 argued	 that	 both	 discourses	 act	 as	 a	
significant	barrier	to	the	disclosure	of	victimisation	to	family	and	friends,	the	under‐reporting	of	
fraud	to	authorities,	and	consequently	as	an	obstacle	to	accessing	support	services	to	assist	with	
recovery	 (for	 both	 financial	 and	 non‐financial	 harms).	 However,	 it	 was	 noted	 that	 the	 first	
discourse	is	more	favourable	to	providing	support	services,	and	is	arguably	the	foundation	for	
the	work	of	the	SSU.	Understanding	the	fraud	victimisation	of	older	persons	to	emanate	from	a	








critical	 to	 know	 the	 context	 in	 which	 this	 program	 understands	 the	 occurrence	 of	 fraud	
victimisation	 and	 how	 this	 understanding	 affects	 the	 type	 of	 support	 that	 is	 offered.	 This	
extends	to	the	role	of	the	volunteers	who	give	their	time	to	assist.	The	current	research	has	been	
able	 to	 provide	 some	 insight	 into	 the	 perspectives	 of	 the	 volunteers	 but,	 as	 previously	
mentioned,	it	is	unable	to	provide	an	account	of	how	the	support	provided	by	SSU	volunteers	is	
experienced	by	the	victims	and	their	own	reasons	as	to	why	fraud	happened	to	them.	It	is	also	
unable	 to	 discern	 the	 relationship	 (if	 any)	 between	 the	 nature	 of	 support	 offered	 and	 the	
dominance	 of	 understanding	 fraud	 to	 occur	 primarily	 as	 a	 result	 of	 social	 isolation	 and	
vulnerability.	There	 is	 still	much	work	 to	be	done	 to	 further	 explore	 this	 area.	However,	 it	 is	
encouraging	to	see	a	low	degree	of	victim	blaming	evident	within	the	perceptions	of	volunteers	
when	 communicating	 with	 fraud	 victims.	 This	 is	 not	 the	 case	 for	many	 fraud	 victims	 during	
their	 interactions	 with	 various	 agencies	 (Button	 et	 al.	 2014;	 Cross	 et	 al.	 2016).	 Despite	 the	
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